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that this second branch of his argument has little more
to recommend it than the first.

The stipulations of the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty may
be roughly divided into three classes. We have first
those which deal with the renunciation of dominion in.
the Central American territories. These have already
been considered, and we shall not need to refer to them
again. Secondly, there are those which apply to the
Nicaraguan Canal, which it was then supposed would be
made within a few years. These, it may be at once
admitted, have become obsolete as regards that par-
ticular canal, because it has not been constructed. And
finally there are those which refer .to the protection by
the contracting parties of any canals and railways which
may be made in the future across the Isthmus of Darien.
It is these last which were found so distasteful by
President Arthur's Administration, as soon as the enter-
prise of M. de Lesseps had made a Panama Canal one of
the probabilities of the near future. They are embodied
. in the eighth article of the treaty; and they bind the
contracting parties " to extend their protection by treaty
stipulations to any other practical communications,
whether by canal or railway, across the isthmus which
unites North and South America, and especially to the
interoceanic communications, should the same prove to
be practicable, which are now proposed to be established
by way of Tehuantepec or Panama." With these words
before him Mr Frelinghuysen argued that " article viii.
of the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty relates only to those
projects now (1850) proposed to be established." It was
pointed out in reply that the article refers in express
terms to any communications other than those mentioned
in the former part of the treaty; and certainly the most